	Rosemary Cottage, Somerton Road, North Aston, OX25 6HX
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	Case Officer: 
	Matthew Coyne
	Recommendation: Refuse

	Applicant: 
	Mr & Mrs Nicholas Kneale

	Proposal: 
	Erection of a pool building including indoor pool, with associated shower and toilet facilities. Plus, plant room

	Expiry Date:
	14 April 2017
	Extension of Time:
	16 June 2017




1. APPLICATION SITE AND LOCALITY 

1.1. The application site relates to a detached two storey dwelling situated in the residential village of North Aston. The property is a relatively large, ‘L-shaped building’ and has a two storey detached outbuilding and a detached single storey garage (with car port). Access to the application site is obtained via an access road off of the Somerton Road (which is to the rear of 10 Somerton Road). 
1.2. The dwelling is constructed of natural stone under a tile roof. Its windows are constructed of a mixture of timber and metal. The property has garden areas to the front, side and rear, with a larger upper rear garden situated to the rear (south east) of the site. 
1.3. The host dwelling is a Grade II Listed building and is situated within the designated North Aston Conservation Area. There are no other site constraints relevant to this application. 
2. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
2.1. The applicant seeks planning permission for an extension to the existing garage to form a new pool building, including an indoor pool; associated shower and toilet facilities; and a plant room. 
2.2. The extension would be 14.5m in length, 5.7m in width and would have a small link extension between the garage and the pool building (this part would  be 1.7m wide and 3.4m in depth). The proposal would have a gabled roof which would have an eaves height of between 2.1m and 2.5m (given the slope in ground levels) and a ridge height of 4.1m and 4.5m. The link extension would have a flat roof which would be set below the eaves of the pool building.
2.3. The proposed pool building would have 4 large full length windows on the rear (north) elevation; two sets of patio doors and a large full length window on the front (south) elevation; two small windows on the east elevation; and a door on the west elevation.
2.4. The proposal would be constructed on horizontal timber cladding under a concrete tile roof. Its windows and doors would be constructed of powder coated metal. 

3. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

3.1. There is no planning history directly relevant to the proposal.
4. PRE-APPLICATION DISCUSSIONS

4.1. No pre-application discussions have taken place with regard to this proposal.

5. RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY

5.1. This application has been publicised by way of a site notice displayed near the site, by advertisement in the local newspaper, and by letters sent to all properties immediately adjoining the application site that the Council has been able to identify from its records. The final date for comments was 06.04.2017. 
5.2. No comments have been raised by third parties.
6. RESPONSE TO CONSULTATION

6.1. Below is a summary of the consultation responses received at the time of writing this report. Responses are available to view in full on the Council’s website, via the online Planning Register.
NORTH ASTON PARISH COUNCIL 
6.2. No comments were received from North Aston Parish Council.
CHERWELL DISTRICT COUNCIL
6.3. The Conservation Officer raises no objections in principle to the erection of a pool building but it is advised that the current proposals do not respect the curtilage listed outbuilding or the setting of the Grade II Listed Building.
7. RELEVANT PLANNING POLICY AND GUIDANCE

7.1. Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

7.2. The Cherwell Local Plan 2011-2031 - Part 1 was formally adopted by Cherwell District Council on 20th July 2015 and provides the strategic planning policy framework for the District to 2031.  The Local Plan 2011-2031 – Part 1 replaced a number of the ‘saved’ policies of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan 1996 though many of its policies are retained and remain part of the development plan. The relevant planning policies of Cherwell District’s statutory Development Plan are set out below:

CHERWELL LOCAL PLAN 2011 - 2031 PART 1 (CLP 2031 Part 1)
· ESD15 - The Character of the Built and Historic 

CHERWELL LOCAL PLAN 1996 SAVED POLICIES (CLP 1996)
· C28 – Layout, design and external appearance of new development
· C30 – Design of new residential development

7.3. Other Material Planning Considerations
· National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
· Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)
· Cherwell Council Home Extensions and Alterations Design Guide (2007)
· The Setting of Heritage Assets: Historic England Good Practice (2015)
· Managing Significance in Decision-Taking in the Historic Environment: Historic England Good Practice (2015)

8. APPRAISAL

8.1. The key issues for consideration in this case are:
· Design and Impact on the Character of the Area and the Designated and Non-Designated Heritage Assets
· Residential amenity

Design and Impact on the Character of the Area and the Designated and Non-Designated Heritage Assets

8.2. Paragraph 56 of the NPPF makes clear that: the Government attaches great importance to the design of the built environment. This is reflected in Policy ESD15 of the CLP 2031 Part 1, which states that new development proposals should: be designed to improve the quality and appearance of an area and the way it functions...contribute positively to an area’s character and identity by creating or reinforcing local distinctiveness…(and) respect the traditional pattern of routes, spaces, blocks, plots, enclosures and the form, scale and massing of buildings.
8.3. Saved Policies C28 and C30 of the CLP 1996 reinforce this, with Policy C30(ii) stating: that any proposal to extend an existing dwelling (should be) compatible with the scale of the existing dwelling, its curtilage and the character of the streetscene.
8.4. Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas are designated heritage assets, and Paragraph 129 of the NPPF states that: Local planning authorities should identify and assess the particular significance of any heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal (including by development affecting the setting of a heritage asset) taking account of the available evidence and any necessary expertise. 

8.5. Furthermore, the LPA has a statutory duty under Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 to pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a Conservation Area (CA).  Paragraph 131 of the Framework sets out that in determining planning applications, LPAs should take account of the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and putting them to viable uses consistent with their conservation.  

8.6. Paragraph 132 of the NPPF goes on to state that: when considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation. The more important the asset, the greater the weight should be. Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting. As heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm loss should require clear and convincing justification. Policy ESD15 of the CLP 2031 Part 1 echoes this guidance.

8.7. The position of the proposed building is such that it does not relate well with the outbuilding or the existing garage structure. The proposal is in very close proximity to the outbuilding, so much so that access to the upper garden by the existing pathway would be severed by the proposed pool building. Furthermore, it is considered that the proposal sits uncomfortably within the setting of the Grade II Listed Building. 

8.8. The scale of the building, particularly its footprint, is such that it starts to compete with the scale of the listed structure. The height difference in the levels of land further exacerbates this, by making the proposal almost match the height of the Grade II Listed Building.

8.9. The openings and other glazed fenestration details are considered to be unbalanced and do not appropriately reflect any particular vernacular. They are overly large and do not appropriately represent the traditional form of the existing buildings on the site. Furthermore, the proposed use of horizontal timber cladding is considered to be out of keeping with the materials used on the host dwelling and would be inappropriate in this instance.

8.10. Having regard to all of the above, (in summary: by way of its position, scale and design) the proposal is considered to represent an incongruous and inappropriate form of development that would be harmful to the setting and significance of the Grade II Listed Building, the curtilage listed outbuilding and the designated North Aston Conservation Area.

8.11. The harm caused would be less than substantial, but would be clear and demonstrable and would not be outweighed by any public benefits associated with the proposal. The proposal is therefore considered to be contrary to Saved Policies C28 and C30 of the CLP 1996; Policy ESD15 of the CLP 2031 (Part 1) and Government guidance contained within The Framework. 

Residential Amenity
8.12. Paragraph 17 of the NPPF includes, as a core planning principle, a requirement that planning should: always seek to secure…a good standard of amenity for all existing and future occupants of land and buildings. This is reflected in Policy ESD15 of the CLP 2031 Part 1, which states that new development proposals should: consider the amenity of both existing and future development, including matters of privacy, outlook, natural lighting, ventilation, and indoor and outdoor space.
8.13. The proposed siting of the building is not considered to have any detrimental impact on the residential amenity of any neighbouring property. The garden space of the adjacent property is separated from the site by a hedge, with the proposal being set away from this by between 5.5 and 6m. The scale of the proposal is not considered to result in a detrimental impact on any neighbouring occupiers in terms of levels of light. Furthermore, the proposed windows and openings are not considered to result in any loss of privacy, given their siting and orientation. 
Other Matters
8.14. It is noted that there is a large mature tree towards the north eastern corner of the new pool building. It is considered that this tree provides a positive contribution to the visual amenity of the site and the setting of the Grade II Listed building. In the absence of any information and given that the tree is not identified on the site plans, it is not possible for the LPA to ascertain whether this would be affected by the proposals. Any subsequent planning application should be supported by this information.  
9. PLANNING BALANCE AND CONCLUSION
9.1. The proposal fails to comply with the relevant Development Plan policies and guidance listed at section 7 of this report because the proposal represents an incongruous and inappropriate form of development that would be harmful to the setting and significance of both the Grade II Listed Building and the designated North Aston Conservation Area. The harm caused, which is less than substantial, is clear and demonstrable and is not outweighed by any public benefits associated with the proposal. There are no other material considerations that outweigh this conflict and the harm caused, and therefore permission should be refused. 
	10. RECOMMENDATION
That permission is refused, for the following reason: 

1) [bookmark: _GoBack]The proposal, by way of its position, scale, form and design, is considered to represent an incongruous and inappropriate form of development that would be harmful to the setting of both the Grade II Listed Building and the designated North Aston Conservation Area. The harm caused, which would be less than substantial, would be clear and demonstrable and is not outweighed by any public benefits associated with the proposal. The proposal is therefore considered to be contrary to Saved Policies C28 and C30 of the CLP 1996, Policy ESD15 of the CLP 2031 Part 1 and Government guidance contained within The Framework. 




	Case Officer: 
	Matthew Coyne
	DATE: 19/06/2017

	Checked By: 
	Nathanael Stock
	DATE: 30.06.2017




